Introduction
The aim of introducing performance management tools has been to replace the traditional line item budgeting and rigid top-down steering with decentralised solutions that gave departments and agencies greater autonomy in terms of defining actions needed to achieve performance goals. A traditional line item system stresses ex ante accountability for the detailed use of inputs. An important characteristic of new performance budgeting and management system is that it switches the accountability to ex post accountability for results. This implies that governments have the ability to measure progress toward achieving their objectives. Ten years of experience show that only in very few cases governments have managed to do so (see Wollmann 2003) . Why is that? Is it because of technical failures in building performance management systems, because of difficulties in replacing traditional administrative cultures with new management cultures or because of systemic problems in implementing private sector models to public sector organisations? A common problem in public management concerns the indicators with which the performance will be measured. Efficient and modern management requires valid and reliable feedback data about the results and impacts that the public policy programmes are producing. However, the indicators have often been only fragmented collections of many types of indicators which do not reflect a coherent understanding of the underlying logic with which the societal changes are to be generated. The problems with indicators are sometimes only of practical nature. However, there are also some more fundamental dilemmas, which loom behind many public policy performance management efforts. One of the greatest troubles concerns the extent to which a single organisation may be held accountable for the results it should be producing. Especially the larger scale societal impacts, like employment effects, the creation of new enterprises, technical and road safety, are usually being generated by many involved actors, public, private as well as semi-public. A great challenge is to attribute observable changes (or lack of them) into single organisations, since multiple organizations have their goals pointing into the same direction thus contributing to the same changes. This problem is usually known as the attribution problem. Related to the challenges of attribution, there is also another problem. It is associated with the prevailing notion of accountability, which is based on a single organisation as the unit held accountable for its actions. Each organisation's performance is measured by its results. This encourages it to maximise its outcomes, but possibly with the expense of the total good produced by the society. The overall result may become thus sub-optimal. Different kinds of balanced measurement approaches have been introduced in order to bring more structure and coherence into performance management. Great improvements can be noticed in many occasions, since the balanced approach may give a more consistent and less fragmented view on how the effects are being yielded. One of the most widely spread concepts is Norton's and Kaplan's balanced scorecard approach (1994) , which has been widely adopted as a management and measurement framework also in public sector organisations. Especially the strong emphasis on the underlying logic connecting different kinds of activities, which Kaplan and Norton advice to illustrate in the form of strategy maps (2001, 2004) , has been highly welcomed as a management tool. However, the balanced scorecard concept is not without problems as applied in public organisations. In this paper we intend to introduce a performance management framework, which we hope is better equipped to tackle the specificities of public organisations and public policy performance. The framework is strongly based on the idea of describing, illustrating and modelling the underlying logic of action with which the public policy goals are to be attained. The paper starts by examining different approaches found in the literature which deal with the causal logic of public policy actions. From these lessons we will construct a more differentiated multi-level model for public performance management which will acknowledge the challenges posed by multiple actors in a network society. The aim is to replace the omnipotent view of organisation with a view which is capable of taking into account different kinds of partnership arrangements without losing the necessary function of accountability.
Common problems in performance management
Despite the massive number of public sector reform programs in all of the OECD-countries, it is difficult to find common understanding or clear empirical evidence on the results of these reforms (see Pollit & Bouckaert 2003) .
Pollit and Bouckaert (ibid.) have scrutinised the results of public sector reforms in a comparative setting and find only modest empirical evidence for the success of management reforms in terms of increased economy, efficiency, improved processes, effectiveness or systemic changes. Even those areas (such as savings and improved processes) where some positive development can be found it is questionable whether it's a cause of managerial reforms or dependent on other factors. Our experience from Finland shows (Uusikylä & Valovirta 2002 1 ) that there are two main categories of explanation for the existing problems: 1) technical explanations that usually refer to problems in collecting valid performance data or 2) behavioural problems that refer to slow changes in administrative culture, needed to support the implementation of public management reforms. The most obvious problems seem to be:
Sub-optimal performance orientation. By this we mean, that each agency tends to define its performance targets only from its own narrow perspective, which at the aggregate level leads to suboptimal results. Attribution problem, i.e. government organisations are not able to show what is their contribution to overall results (e.g. effectiveness). This causes problems in terms of accountability. Invalid performance indicators. Verbal performance goals are strategic ones, but indicators measure something else. Insufficient steering. Ministries lack the steering capacity and are not systematically reviewing the achievements of performance targets.
Uniqueness problems. Government agencies claim that their activities are so unique and specific that there are no valid indicators to measure their performance. This is often more a bureaucratic excuse than real reason. Reporting problems. Lack of consistent performance reporting. Responsibility and accountability problems. Government agencies are not being held responsible for their performance.
Lack of incentive and rewarding mechanisms.
Changes in administrative culture are often urgently needed to support the implementation of public management reforms or performance management systems. Pollit and Bouckaert (2003) come úp with the conclusion that real results of administrative reforms are very seldom properly assessed and that the main agents behind the reform seldom self follow the rules of the game. Symbolic action, reform rhetoric and lack of reflexivity seem to be the common features of pathological versions of administrative behaviour.
The are-emergence of causal models
Although the comprehensive planning approaches have in many fields been abandoned as being unrealistic, different kind of rationalistic planning tools employing causal thinking have been developed in many policy areas. Causal thinking has seemed to re-emerge from various directions. Five concepts from different fields will be here briefly reviewed: The logical framework approach, the theory-based evaluation, the contribution analysis, the theory of action approach and the strategy maps approach associated with the balanced scorecard concept.
The logical framework approach
Rationalistic planning frameworks which try to deal with the causal logic behind actions have been developed and extensively utilised especially in management of international development aid. The logical framework (often abbreviated as simply 'logframe') approach has become a mainstream tool for planning aid interventions, both on programme and project level. It was initially developed by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) in 1969 (Sartorius 1991 (Sartorius , 1996 and is now widely applied in the development aid sector. It has been imported to other public policy fields and is increasingly utilised as a general project management tool. The foundations of the approach lay in the Management by Objectives thinking, which has a clear rationalistic flavour.
The core of the logical framework approach is a simple matrix (table 1) . It consists of four columns and four (or five) rows which make up an integrated framework for presenting the following characteristics of a project (Gasper 2000) : project objectives distinguished at four levels; the causal linkages between these levels (intervention logic); the factors in the project's environment that are needed for the intervention logic to be valid (assumptions); and a grid for assessing the fulfilment of the objectives at various levels (verifiable indicators and sources of verification)
The logical framework approach is of particular interest here since it is an attempt to integrate causal logic of objectives with performance measures. The idea of causal logic is also a contingent logic: the planner is asked to describe the assumptions under which moving from activities into outputs, preliminary effects and global impacts will be possible -on each level respectively. The logic of the matrix follows the maxim that "if results are delivered, and assumptions hold true, then the project purpose will be achieved" (European Commission 2001) . One of the virtues of the framework is that it makes the project planners to identify the contingencies (assumptions) under which the intervention logic is supposed to work. On assumptions column one may include a whole variety of imaginable contingencies, be they managerial, political, cultural, economic, environmental or technological. The logical framework approach has proved a simple and powerful tool for structuring public policy projects. It forces the planners and project managers to describe and question the underlying logic of their activities in a manner which often has not been much thought about, especially if logical means-ends thinking is not very familiar. It also makes a clear connection between the intended results and the measurement indicators. However, the users of the logical frameworks often encounter problems in using the framework. Among the several problems associated with the logical framework 2 we would like to emphasise two troubles related to the logic modelling feature. The implication of these problems is that if the framework is mechanistically applied, it may severely restrict the validity of the project frameworks produced by the tool. First, since the approach is a planning tool, the names and definitions of the four levels are somewhat ambiguous. The "overall objectives" and "the project purpose" are not very communicative in categorising the effects into different levels in the four-level model. Much confusion often follows in project planning from this vagueness of the labels used. Second, the chain of actions and their subsequent effects often includes more than four steps, which may force to place several steps into same category. This problem of 'jamming' of objectives (Gasper 2000) often decreases the analytical value of the logic models. It follows from the fact that the levels of objectives have been restricted into four. Often, however, the causal chains are longer than four-fold. Therefore, a more complex picture of the causal logic has to be reduced into a fourstep presentation thus causing a treatment of entities of different nature as similar. The difference might be of different time-frame or magnitude. Apples and oranges are thus forced to be thrown into the same basket, which decreases the logical and analytical character of the model.
Logic models and theory-based evaluation
The logical framework approach has remained in a rather standardised format in project planning purposes. The second approach employing logic thinking is a much looser collection of approaches developed within the field of programme evaluation. It takes advantage of the ideas of intervention logic models, but primarily for evaluation purposes. The logic models in the programme evaluation field have a strong relation to evaluation approaches that have been grouped under the label of the theory-based evaluation (Weiss 1997) . They try to structure evaluation in reflection to a coherent theory of how activities are intended to generate the results. On the basis of this discussion is the realisation that a programme may fail for two reasons. Either the programme has failed to put the intended activities into operation (implementation failure) or the activities have failed to bring about the desired effects (theory failure) (Weiss 1997) . If the logic of the programme is flawed and certain kind of outputs do not generate the desired effects, it might undermine the whole programme even if the implementation was successful as such. Michael Patton distinguishes three approaches to formulating a programme theory (1997) . The deductive approach draws on social scientific theories. This approach has been especially developed by Chen and Rossi (Chen 1990 , Chen & Rossi 1989 . The inductive approach starts from empirical fieldwork and aims at generating a grounded theory. The theory of action approach starts from practitioners' conceptions which often remain unarticulated. This approach derives from the seminal work of Argyris and Schön (1978) . Whereas the logical framework approach tries to bring coherence into the project already in the planning phase, the theory-based evaluation aims at explicating programme's logical operation usually ex post facto. However, as evaluators may be equipped to bring valued added into the planning phase, their desire to become consultants in the planning phase may increase. Therefore, the closer integration of planning tools like logical framework and evaluation approaches like theory-based evaluation has been witnessed recently and is to be expected to increase in the future in some form or another. One of the useful insights that the theory-based evaluation approach may bring into management and evaluation of activities is that it is necessary to identify the social mechanisms by which the change is expected to take place. These social mechanisms are the mediators which induce the change as illustrated in the figure below. As Pawson and Tilley have forcefully emphasised, these mechanisms are also context-specificthey work under certain circumstances but might not produce the desired effect under others. The job of the evaluator is then to identify the triple configurations of context, mechanism and output (CMO configurations) which together constitute functioning social interventions (Pawson & Tilley 1997) .
Activities

Contribution analysis
Some preliminary steps into utilising logic models in the theory and practice of performance management have already been taken too. Influences adopted from the previously mentioned approaches have been integrated into an approach labelled as the contribution analysis (Mayne 2001) . The core of the approach is to identify the results chains -an equivalent to intervention logic or logic model -which make up a credible story for performance. The contribution analysis approach tries to tackle the observation that performance indicators are often only loose collections of variables that are not logically connected to each other. Furthermore, they do not take into account the problem of attribution.
The Canadian government has adopted many of these ideas in its performance management frameworks. One of the important insights made by the Canadian public management developers has been the integration of the concept of 'reach' into the frameworks. The reach describes the groups of beneficiaries, clients, users and recipients at whom the outputs are targeted. Though different policy instruments (information, incentives and sanctions) form different kind of relations between the policy actors and the recipients so that the ease at which it is possible to identify the customers vary considerably it is of equal importance in all cases to aim at a clear recognition of the customer reach. 3 In information campaigns, for instance, the customer reach is most relevantly referred to as target groups or populations whereas in grant schemes for business enterprises it is clear that the beneficiary is a customer. However, it is of utmost importance to identify in each case who are the recipients for whom the policy actions are targeted. Only by identifying the segments of population can we assess the validity of our actions in producing the desired effects. According to Montague (1998) the logic models which do not make a reference to who and where the action is taking place, suffer from three key problems. First, they lack the sensitivity to the impacts on different participant groups. There is also a great potential to confuse outputs and outcomes -the problem which we noticed already as regards the logical framework approach. Third, the account of the trade-off between the reach and the results remains often underdeveloped. Too ambitious results are often expected since the customer reach has not been identified. Another great insight made by the Canadians is the division of the performance objectives and measures into three spheres of influence (Montague 2000) . The first one is the operational sphere over which the managers have a direct control. The second sphere is one of behavioural change over which the managers have a direct control. Here the question is how our actions modify people's actions. The third sphere the environment of indirect influence, affected by the change of behaviour. What the model does is that it impersonates the rather mechanistic approaches of performance management by employing the concept of reach and by acknowledging the different degrees of influence in the three spheres. The benefits of using logic models for performance measurement are various. McLaughlin and Jordan have presented some of the benefits (1998). It builds a common understanding of the programme and expectations for resources, customers reached and results, thus is good for sharing ideas, identifying assumptions, team building, and communication; Helpful for programme design and improvement, identifying projects that are critical to goal attainment, redundant, or have inconsistent or implausible linkages among program elements; Communicates the place of a program in the organization or problem hierarchy, particularly if there are shared logic charts at various management levels; and Points to a balanced set of key performance measurement points and evaluation issues, thus improves data collection and usefulness.
Cognitive mapping
The fourth approach using causal logic thinking can be found in the research of managerial and organisational cognition, approaches have been developed which try to reveal the theory of action behind activities. The basic idea is that practitioners are seldom unaware of the logical assumptions that they are making when making plans. The theory of action -a pragmatic and intentional model of how their action will affect their environment -needs to be made explicit. In contrast to espoused theories, which are explicitly stated, people's thinking and acting is guided by theories-in-use, which usually remain tacit and do not usually become communicated explicitly (Argyris & Schön 1978) .
Certain strands of strategy literature, especially the work of Colin Eden and associates (Eden 1988 , Eden & Ackermann 1998 , have applied the theory of action perspectives into strategy formulation. They apply the techniques of cognitive mapping, which aim at making the causal assumptions made by individuals into explicit and communicable form. Their cognitive mapping approach is intended to be a participatory planning tool, which aims at generating a shared understanding of the goals and means to achieve them. Transformation of the individual cognitive maps into negotiated and shared strategy maps is intended to form a coherent basis for concerted organisational action. The cognitive mapping technique fits especially well in detecting 'emergent strategizing'. The tacit assumptions made by several actors in the organisation need to be made explicit, negotiated and shared. There are many types of cognitive maps (Ambrosini & Bowman 2002) , but for management purposes the value of causal maps are usually the most valuable ones. An example of a causal cognitive map is presented in the figure 2. The roots of this approach are strongly in the cognitive school of organisational action. The theoretical basis of the technique owes its origins to Kelly's (1955) Theory of Personal Constructs (Eden & Ackermann 1998) . Cognitive mapping takes advantage of the theory that a human mind functions according to mental schemes or cognitive patterns. The job of the strategist is then to represent these cognitive maps into an explicit form and negotiate a more widely shared understanding between the members of the organisation about the common strategic direction for the future.
The cognitive mapping approach is a good heuristic tool in the strategy formulation or programme planning phase. However, for performance management purposes it is only a starting point. The strategic maps need to be operationalised, the links between different constructs need to be validated and performance indicators need to be constructed.
The balance scorecard and the strategy maps
Another strand of the ubiquitous literature on strategic planning and strategic management for business organisations also deals with causal linkages and their representation as strategy maps, though from a different perspective. In relation to their balanced scorecard approach (1994), Kaplan and Norton have elaborated a strategy map approach (2001, 2004) which is highly interesting from the perspective of our subject. The point of departure for their balanced scorecard concept was the performance measurement challenges in the business enterprises. Their experience indicated that the performance indicators were too strongly dominated by economic measures. This tended to bias the overall judgements concerning the organisation's longer-term health and potential. By balancing the economic indicators with ones that reflect the success also in other aspects of an organisation -the customer perspective, the learning perspective and the process perspective -they suggested a more comprehensive and thus balanced view on organisational success. Both theoretic and practical experiences in applying the balanced scorecards led Norton and Kaplan to trace the logical and causal connections between the four perspectives. They seek to establish links between the four perspectives in order to bring a more sophisticated guidance on strategy formulation and the measurement of the strategy's success. The strategy maps that they advice us to draw are thus graphic representations of the four perspectives where causal connections can be established between efforts in each perspective. The value of strategy maps is, in Kaplan's and Norton's view, that they make explicit the hypotheses that are embedded in the strategic choices (2001). One of the differences in Kaplan's and Norton's approach as compared to the ones presented above is their focus on intangible assets inside an organisation. The strategy maps aim at making visible and manageable the operational characteristics inside an organisation, which to a great extent affect how the organisation is performing. Behind the recognition of the importance of the intangible assets is the resource-based view on the firm (Conner & Prahalad 1996 , Penrose 1959 . Increasing attention has been given to learning capabilities and structuring of the processes, which build the foundation for efficient organisational performance. These intangible perspectives are usually neglected in other logic models. We believe that this is a reason why the balanced scorecard approach has been very influential not only in business enterprises but also in the public organisations. Managing an organisation is not only about optimising activities but also creating long term drivers for learning and growth. This reflects the insight that for many companies, the intangible assets represent more than 75 percent of its value. How to mobilise and align these intangibles becomes one of the most crucial questions of survival and success in a highly competitive environment (Kaplan & Norton 2004) . One of the virtues of Kaplan's and Norton's strategy map approach is its direct relation to a framework with which the strategy implementation and organisation's performance can be measured. Each perspective will be combined to a scorecard with measurement indicators, targets of change and initiatives to be taken. Kaplan and Norton have applied their balanced scorecard concept in government and non-profit organisations too. However, the discussion of effectiveness has remained rather unelaborated. The causal chains of effects which lead into the overall effectiveness have been simplistic without a sophisticated understanding of the many levels of effects.
As becomes clear in the discussion above, there are several planning, management and evaluation approaches which try to deal with causal connections of activities and their effects. Although the various approaches are in many aspects providing similar kind of lessons concerning the theory and practice of causal mapping, the focus in different approaches is somewhat different. For example, in the balance scorecard approach, the unit of operation is clearly organisational, the time-frame is prospective and the focus is strategic. In logic models the focus is usually a public policy programme, the time-frame is more often retrospective and the focus is more mechanistic. In the following table we have assembled the basic influences behind each approach and the purposes they have been primarily developed to serve. Kaplan & Norton 1994 , 2001 All the models introduced above have offered remedies to various problems of performance measurement and thus enhanced the capacity of solving some performance management flaws. The value added of these models can be summarised as follows: Scattered and fragmented performance targets and indicators have been brought under unified strategic framework; The causal relations between individual targets have been identified and analysed; They give managers new tools for sketching comprehensive strategies for their organisation; Models help to expand budgetary and planning time frame from single year to multi-year one; and Models have made the intervention logic of government policies more transparent and thus made it easier for public audience to judge how rational the architecture of government policies actually is. Given the strengths above, it should be noted that these improvements mainly deal with the technical aspects of performance management i.e. comprehensive target-setting, measurable indicators, streamlined reporting schemes etc. They do not, however, directly intervene with the behavioural factors of performance management. Yet, it is well known since the pioneering work of Herbert Simon (Simon 1957 ) that organisations do not behave as technocratic systems but are rationally bounded, highly interdependent with one another (Pfeffer & Salancik 1977) and closely related to number of contingency factor of their operating environment (Lawrence & Lorch 1975) . Organisational behaviour has sometimes labelled even as irrational (Brunsson 1985) . How to influence managers' behaviour or how to create incentive schemes that really change behaviour throughout the organisation? These are fundamental and often neglected questions when attempting to reform government organisations or to improve the quality of public services. Elaboration of rationalistic performance management models requires also critical assessment of their ontological premises. As the types of explanations used by social scientists are either causal, functional or intentional (or combinations of those) also the managerial follow the same logic. It is easy to see that existing NPM (new public manamagent) and programme management models strongly emphasise the causality explanations much more than intentional or functional ones. As far as causality is concern, NPM models pretty much follow same track as their predecessors the rational planning and budgeting models such PPBS (Planning Programming Budgeting System) or ZBB (Zero Base Budgeting) 4 . Management models come and go but their internal logic remains much the same (compare e.g. Management by Objectives vs. Management by Results). Both are following a rather limited means-end rationality that assumes: that "If the occurrence of a particular event A tends to be followed by another event B, and if there is no third event C that is likely to cause of both A and B, then A is to be the cause of B". The major difference between NPM models and rational planning models is that the latter ones emphasised the macro-economic calculation of welfare needs and ex-ante control of resource allocation based on those macro-calculations the NPM models focus on evaluation of impacts and societal effectiveness of government policies. Nevertheless, they both apply the same basic logic in defining their performance targets or when evaluating the actual performance of public organisations.
Causal explanations are problematic in many ways. First, they assume that we know internal dynamics of the causal relations between politico-administrative, organisational or societal phenomena. That is, however not true. Take for example the regional competitiveness as an effectiveness goal. It is relatively difficult say which are the main factors having an impact on thatnot to say anything on how they influence one another. Secondly, it is difficult separate the net impact of performance of a single agency on the observed overall gross change. Usually, positive changes in operating environment are results of long-term activities by several public and private organisations working together in purposeful manner. Therefore we need to broaden the scope of performance management. Thirdly, causal explanation say relatively little about why event A is likely to be cause of B or explain why actors with these characters act the way they do (Hedström & Swedberg 1996, 132) . This is crucial information when building strategies or setting performance targets. Fourthly, one of the main problem behind the mechanistic cause -effect models is that they neglect the fact that action always takes place in specific context and thus their success depends upon the way the action is performed by specific actors in specific situations as the realistic school of evaluation has emphasised (see Pawson & Tilly 1997) . Fifth problem relates under-socialized interpretation of causality driven NPM models. These models do not take into consideration that managerial decisions are always embedded in a broader social networks around managers (see Granovetter 1985; Burt 1982) . These networks influence managerial decision making, mostly determine opportunity structures and situational constraints for managerial decision-making and final performance. Every programme always interferes with an intervention field of social actors whose reactions produce final outcomes or effects (Kaufmann 1987). Finally, causal assumptions behind performance target-setting are often rather static in terms of reacting to the sudden and rapid changes in operational environment not to speak about setting-up proactive strategies. This easily leads to mechanistic performance planning that utilises information that is not reliable and thus leads to false estimations on performance goals.
From performance management to performance governance
Given the above critics on rational mean-ends managerial models, it seems inevitable that narrow single organisation approach is too limited given the increasing complexity and turbulence of today's society. Kenis and Schneider (1991, 34-36) have named main some societal macro-changes that have challenged traditional, hierarchical steering and guidance mechanisms and given more space to network-type of coordination: 1) The rise of organised interests that have increased the power of collective actors and increased their interdependence, 2) functional specialisation and strengthened policy spheres, 3) the increased number of political actors and competing interests that has lead to government overload, 4) strong state intervention together with scarce resources (governance under pressure), 5) decentralisation and fragmentation of government authority, 6) blurring boundaries between public and private sector, 7) increased complexity and coordination and controlling problems followed by that. According to Castells (1996) network society is structured in its dominant functions and processes around networks and current manifestation is capitalist and but very different from industrial capitalism. It involves: a morphological transformation of social form and network architecture which is particularly dynamic, open-ended, flexible, expansive and using network logic; capital flows which can bypass controls; workers being individualised, outsourced, subcontracted; communication which becomes at the same time global and customised; valued people and territories being switched on, devalued ones switched off. The dynamics of networks push society towards an endless escape from its own constraints and controls, towards an endless supersession and reconstruction of its values and institutions, towards a meta-social, constant rearrangement of human institutions and organisations.
Beyond commonly shared beliefs in a long-term, every-day decision making may be conceived as a system of purposive public and private actors, in which the collective decisions (policy outputs) result from the motivated action of these actors. Therefore short-term political or organizational decisions often result from complex interactions among public and private organizations, each seeking to influence the outcome of collective decisions that have consequences for their respective interests (Laumann & Knoke 1987 ).
The increasing societal complexity and interconnected sets new challenges both for strategic management as well as evaluation of the public sector performance. New strategic challenges have to do managing complex inter-organisational networks, coping with complex and interconnected policies and creating proactive strategies rather than only reacting to environmental changes.
As Kickert and Koppenjan (1999, 39) put it: "In modern society, an approach to public management not only has to deal with norms and values that go far beyond the criteria of effectiveness and efficiency (…) Public management is the ´governance´of complex networks, consisting of many actors [both private and public] (…) Public 'governance' is the directed influencing of societal processes in a networkof many co-governing actors. These actors have different and sometimes conflicting objectives and interests". There is a clear need to move from performance management to performance governance. Kooiman (1993, 2) defines governing as "all those activities of social political and administrative actors that can be seen as purposeful efforts to guide, steer, control or manage (sectors or facets of societies" and governance as "the patterns that emerge from governing activities of social political and administrative actors. These patterns form emerging outcome as well as a more abstract (higher level framework for day-to-day efforts at governing. Pierre and Peters (2000) treat governance both as structure and process. They begin by discussing four common institutional models of governance: hierarchies, markets, networks and communities. Each of the four structural arrangements addresses the problem of providing direction to society and economy in its own way. As Pierre and Peters (ibid, 15) note each appear effective in solving some parts of governance problem, but each also has its weaknesses. They also make an important notice that each of the solutions is bound in cultural and temporal terms so they may be effective in some places and at some times, but are panacea for all societal problems.
Moved from academic discussion to managerial environment governance simply means the broadening scope of performance. Performance is not any longer a managerial phenomenon but is closely related to democratic control and accountability. Figure 4 introduces our general conception for performance governance. 
Results
Jointly enhances
Form and shape
Are coordinated through First of all, the model challenges the unified and consensual articulation of societal needs. In most of the rational models of performance measurement (see e.g. European Commission 1999) there is a simplified representation and articulation of societal needs. These needs are more or less taken as granted and there is a strong top-down emphasis in strategic priority setting. In our performance governance model societal needs are considered to be dispersed, alternative and often conflictual and contradictory. These needs shape the interests, beliefs and opportunities of various organisations related to policy fields in concern. Policy network literature (see Laumann & Knoke 1989; Rhodes 1988; Schneider 1987 ) and inter-organisational network literature (see Mizruchi 1992; Burt 1982; Galaskiewicz 1985) have empirically demonstrated how organisational interests and beliefs of individual organisations develop towards similarity through close ties between organisations or political actors. This generates dense and closely-knitted policy communities (Heclo & Wildavsky 1974) and often also creates resource dependencies between organisations (Pfeffer & Salancik 1987) . Policy communities are characterized by high stability of relationships, continuity of high restrictive membership, vertical interdependence based on shared service delivery responsibility and insulation other networks and publicity (Rhodes 1988) . Inter-organisational bargaining finally defines single organisation's position and strategic priorities within a wider policy network structure. There are several inter-organisational exchange models explaining how this policy bargaining actually takes place (Coleman 1990; Laumann & Knoke 1987; Knoke et. al 1996) . All this bargaining and inter-organisational politics have be taken into account when creating either strategies of single-organisation or joint collective decisions. Finally, each individual organisation in a joint network makes its own contribution for the collective goals. At the output and result level these contributions can be tracked from the singleorganisation's perspective (in fact it set the framework for managerial accountability). However, when it comes to assessment of societal impacts and overall effectiveness -contribution scheme should be broadened from single-organisation perspective to multi-organisational setting.
Next we intend to construct a model merging various influences into one that is specifically apt for public policy management purposes in an environment which tries to deal with the challenges of network governance.
Three spheres of performance
We suggest here a tentative model which differentiates between three spheres of performance, each with a particular focus and particular set of characteristics. The three fields are: -internal enabling factors; -single-organisational performance targets; and -multi-organisational sphere of effectiveness.
Internal enabling factors
The first field of organisational enabling factors refers to objectives which are mostly a matter of organisation's internal development. The most crucial themes here are those of effective processes, learning issues and resources. These perspectives are important since they provide the necessary human and organisational resources for successful operation of the organisation. Since they are the factors which enable efficient operation in the long run, they should be deliberately nurtured. As Kaplan and Norton point out, these intangible assets usually constitute a major proportion or an organisation's value (2004). These enabling factors are, however, only secondary issues with regard to policy accountability. They are more subjects of internal development which need to be taken care of in order to ensure the quality of the organisation. The accountability becomes mostly a matter of internal accountability. The development targets on this field of performance may entail various kinds of objectives borrowing from different frameworks. The EFQM 5 model, for instance, contains five development areas falling under our conception of the first field of performance: (1) leadership, (2) people, (3) policy & strategy, (4) partnerships & resources and (5) processes. The EFQM model as a quality assessment grid provides us a tested and balanced view on organisation's internal performance. The assessment of performance should be based on measurable indicators, which can be found for internal development objectives. However, it has been widely recognised that the development purposes are best served when the measurement takes place in combination with some sort of self assessment procedure. The quality management frameworks (EFQM, CAF etc.) provide good templates for adopting self assessment practices. Through the common scoring methods, these frameworks also provide comparable information on the level of quality performance and organisational maturity from other benchmarking organisations.
Single-organisational performance targets
The second field, organisational performance targets, is the one which organisation's performance measurement should pay most attention to. On this field we are interested in setting targets and measuring their success in terms of outputs delivered to customers. As our performance framework is designed for public organisations the outputs are public services of various kinds. An account of outputs should also include a consideration of the customers at whom the services are being produced. The target population or the customer reach varies in different policy fields and in different services. Sometimes the customers are easily identifiable since they are the direct recipients of the service, as in most of the health care and social work. Sometimes the customer groups are much vaguer as in the case of scientific research where the customers may not be as easily identified. Nevertheless, in both cases it is necessary to clear out what is being produced for whom and why. The majority of the societal impacts as the ultimate goals of public intervention take place through the change of behaviour of human actors. These actors need to be identified. The consideration of customer reach is also useful in distinguishing outputs and outcomes. Outputs are the services delivered to somebody, whereas the outcomes as more distant effects taking place through the change in behaviour of the target groups and customers. Since social and economic phenomena like employment, safety and technological development are all subject to various influences of which the activities of public actors are only one it is often very difficult to measure the contribution of single public organisations. This attribution problem leads us to suggest that the effectiveness as the goal attainment should be measured as concerted action of all the public actors within one particular policy field. Therefore the second field of organisational performance targets -the outputs, customer reach and directly observable behavioural effects -should be the primary focus of performance accountability. The focus in the second field is clearly on a single organisation, since it can directly control the outputs delivered.
Multi-organisational sphere of effectiveness
Effectiveness can be regarded as a cornerstone of public performance measurement and evaluation. Effectiveness analysis (or impact assessment) attempts to find out whether government agencies or programmes have achieved the final targets that it has been given. In principle, government programs (or agencies) can produce good results in terms of outputs (exceed the target levels set) and immediate results but have no societal effectiveness at all. In other terms governments are doing wrong thing efficiently and with good results. It is also well known in evaluation literature (see for example Vedung 1997) that good-intended government programs might produce unintended side-effects, perverse effects and negative externalities. Therefore the evaluation of overall effectiveness is extremely important. At present, the impact assessment of government policies follows a rather restricted and technical path of econometric analyses. These models provide quantitative figures of the gross impacts of government policies but very seldom manage to report what would have happened without government intervention. This would require very complex experimental designs that are only seldom feasible. Rather than elaborating econometric models, we propose that also complementary qualitative models could be taking into use. We need models that answer to questions of why outcome A is likely to be a cause of policy Z or why societal actors with certain characteristics act the way they do and what is influence of their act to society within certain policy field. To do so we need to broaden the analysis of effectiveness from causal thinking towards intentional explanations. As Valovirta and Karinen (2003) have put it in the framework of an evaluation of a regional programme, increasing emphasis should be put on strategic observations and interpretations in order to encourage critical discussion and thus enhance collective learning. The elaboration of the existing effectiveness target-setting and performance should include: Spanning the target-setting and evaluation boundaries from single to organisation towards multiorganisational settings; Putting more emphasis on policy-understanding why certain outcomes have been achieved while others lag behind, i.e. enhancing policy and organisational learning; Assessment of social and inter-organisational networks that shape beliefs, policies and outcomes; Widening the time-horizon from one year up to 5-10 years; and Replacing rigid strategies with flexible scenarios that better take into account weak signals, tacit information and alternative policy options.
An integrated framework for policy design and performance measurement As we have tried to illustrate in the discussion above, performance measurement should be based on elaborate target setting taking advantage of strategy formulation tools and logic models. Even though different phases of the policy cycle demand different working methods, it is beneficial if they all are based on one general framework. Our integrated framework for containing the three fields of performance connected by the chains of activities and effects is presented in the figure 5. On the left hand side is presented the target setting in the early phase of policy cycle. What is needed is a shared policy vision which reflects the more general policy goals, societal needs and the division of responsibilities between the different actors in the partner network. From these strategic goals can the more specific objectives for single organisations be derived. On the right hand side is the operationalised equivalent of the goals and objectives, namely the intervention logic on which the performance measurement should be based on. As we have learned from the research of political behaviour, the target setting rarely takes the form of rational planning of means and ends. More realistically, the process follows dialectics of political party and interest group negotiation and incremental changes of previous targets. The compromises required for political agreement often leaves the objectives vague, ambiguous and imprecise. Therefore the most general types of policies often do not provide very clear starting points for policy managers to start the implementation of the decisions. Rather, the objectives need to be made more precise. We believe that the strategy formulation tools are useful for these purposes for various reasons. As Bryson (1988) has pointed out, the flexibility allowed by strategic thinking instead of assumed controllability of rationalistic models suits better into the political decision making where policies are overlapping, ever changing and often vaguely formulated. In figure X we have contrasted the rationalistic model with one reflecting more realistically the political decision making. Strategies provide us road maps of strategic direction which will and have to be modified in line with increased knowledge and changing situations. The strategy maps approach give a good heuristic tool for negotiating, illustrating and communicating the strategic intent. This is typically a policy specific exercise where a variety of actors should be mobilised. Since the public actors alone are usually not capable of operating alone but need to rely on the concerted action of nongovernmental organisations and semi-public bodies, they need to be taken into the strategy workshops. This is the core of partnership arrangements.
Specific objectives
Socio
Objectives
The strategic policy design phase should already contain a discussion of the policy instruments and social mechanisms. Usually the best policy effectiveness can be reached through a combination of judicial, financial and information measures. Often one organisation is responsible for one type of policy instrument. Therefore, we need to bring together the various actors into a general policy debate on the overall effectiveness of all the actors together.
Only after an agreed strategic intent has been formulated can a single organisation start to sketch its performance objectives. Here the strategic intent needs to be elaborated and operationalised into a performance framework with objectives, intervention logic, performance indicators and sources of verification. It should also include a discussion about the social mechanisms behind the intervention logic. That is, why we believe that our activities really affect the behaviour of our target groups. These assumptions may be validated by research or by organisational experience and learning -or in the best case both. The lessons learned should, in the long run, accumulate knowledge about what works and in which context.
Conclusions
In this paper, we have discussed causal modelling in public sector performance management and measurement. On the one hand, it is apparent that causal logical thinking is an inseparable part of any intentional action trying to achieve set objectives. On the other hand, we have taken seriously the lessons coming from the abundant discussion concerning the network society, complexities of network governance and the importance of forming strategic partnerships between public and private actors in order to achieve socio-economic objectives. The causality is always much more messy than we would like to suppose in our models. We have then reviewed five perspectives and their associated management tools into causal modelling from various areas. Each of them provides certain valuable insights into the complexities of causal logic thinking. However, none of them, to our view, turns out to be a sufficient framework for a comprehensive performance management perspective.
We suggest a model which aims at integrating the best parts of the causal models into one which better reflects the peculiarities of public management and network governance. Our approach starts from the recognition of problems of attributing societal impacts into public programmes, different degrees of controllability in different phases of the intervention logic and a need for some sort of logic modelling. Three spheres of performance need to be sorted out. First, the organisation's internal perspective where the focus is on enabling factors for successful operation. Second, single-organisational performance targets, which include the outputs produced for customers and a clear identification of the customer reach. The third sphere of performance is multi-organisational, since the larger socio-economic effects are subject to various influences from many actors. As practical advice, we suggest the following loose guidelines for target setting and performance assessment in each of these three fields.
Multi-organisational sphere of effectiveness (Sphere III)
The target setting should take place as a strategic discussion and involve a relevant collection of actors -public, semi-public and non-governmental. The strategy formulation can be greatly facilitated by cognitive mapping of the strategic intent. It should result at a persuasive policy visions as well as clear division of work between the partners. The performance assessment of the effectiveness goals needs to be taken as concerted policy evaluation study involving the effects of multiple public actors. If single organisation's contribution can be traced down accurately, it gives a great picture on the effectiveness. If valid measurement is not possible, some gross estimates of respective contributions can be aimed at. However, not too much effort is needed in investigating this since the value added of this information can be questioned.
Single-organisational targets (Sphere II)
The target setting of the policy interventions and services on the single-organisational level need to be formulated with the help of logic models tools. A discussion needs to take into account the customer reach (target groups) of activities, social mechanisms believed to mediate the produced outputs into change in customers' behaviour as well as the context in which the activities are taking place. The logic models need to be extended as far as possible into the ultimate impacts. The performance assessment on this field focuses clearly on output and directly observable changes in the beneficiaries' behaviour, if possible. This is the primary focus of accountability, since these variables are to a great extent under the direct control of the service deliverer.
Internal enabling factors (Sphere I)
The target setting on this field reflects the internal development objectives aiming at ensuring the efficient operation of the organisation. The focus is to a great part in intangible assets like the management of human resources, learning, process streamlining and alike. The time perspective here is long-term and the development initiatives are not necessarily directly connected to individual activities. The factors that enable organisational performance need to be improved with persistent quality improvement work. The performance assessment in the first field reflects the measurement of the development objectives. The tools provided by the quality management frameworks can be of great help here. The preferred method for performance assessment is a combination of measurable indicators with self-assessment practices. The true quality organisation needs to involve all its members into generating shared practices, which can be attained only by forming practices of participation and empowerment. Self-assessment suits well in these purposes, since it can be integrated with rigorous measurement of quantitative indicator data. This may contribute to a development of a learning and reflective organisation. Our account of the three spheres of performance is intended to bring together ideas from various literatures, both from policy studies and research on management and organisation. It is an attempt to move towards greater recognition of the distinctive features of public policy management and governance. This is, however, only a first step. The model needs to be tested in real life settings as well as streamlined into a practical management tool.
